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Amendment and/or Response 

Reply to Oflioe eedon of 18 Janusry 2006 

REMARKS / DI SCUSSION OF HS -?l^f=? 

Because the applicants' prior remarks have been unpersuashie in affecting the 
allowability of any of the pending claims, the applicants herein recant and retract any 
and all previously submitted comments and remarks regarting this application. 

Claims 1, 4-8, 1 1-13, 15-19. and 21-25 are ponding: claims 22-25 are newly 

added. 

The Office action rejects claims 1. 4-8, and 11 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over 
Wu (USP 6,614,936). Mtshima (USP 5.488.418). and Strongin (USP 5.872,866). The 
applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Claim 1. upon which claims 4-7 depend claims an encoding system, that 
includes a plurality of discrete cosine transform (DCT) modules, each providing a 
different precision, and a selection system that is configured to select a DCT module 
of the plurality of DCT modules for perfonning DCT computation on a difference 
signal. 

The Examiner's attention is requested to MPEP 2142, wherein it is stated: 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness ... the prior art reference (or 
references when combined) must teach or suggest aU the claim UmitaOons. . . If the 
examiner does not produce & prima facie case, the applicant is under no obligation to 
submit evidmce of nonobviousness." 

Wu, Mishima, and Strongin fail to teach or suggest a plurality of DCT modules 
that provide different precisions. 

The Office action admits that Wu fails to teach a plurality of IX:t modules that 
provide different precisions. Similarly, Strongin does not teach a plurality of DCT 
modules. 

The Office action asserts that Mishima teaches a plurality of DCT modules that 
provide different precisions, but provides no support for this assertion. 

The Office action notes that IWIshima teaches multiple DCT modules 77 in FIG. 
608; the applicants concur that Mishima teaches a selection among DCT modules 
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77. The Office action asserts that each of Mishima's DCT modures 77 have different 
precisions: the applicants respectfully disagree with this unfounded assertion. 

Mishima notes that different levels of real or apparent motion may occur, 
dependent upon the relationship between the actual motion and the interlaced 
encoding of the video, and teaches that different encoding techniques may be more 
or less effective/efficient, dependent upon this relationship. 

In FIG. 50A, Mishima illustrates three of the possible encoding techniques 68. 
69. 70 that can be selected, and a code-amount anticipating/comparing unit 71 that 
selects the encoding technique based on the actual or anticipated amount of 
encoded data produced by each technique. The technique that produces the smallest 
amount of encoded data is selected, and the encoded data Is provided to a DCT 
circuit 73. Mishima does not teach or suggest that the DCT circuit 73 varies its 
operation based on which technique is selected. 

Recognizing that the smallest amount of encoded data from the techniques 
68. 69, 70 may not necessarily produce the smallest amount of DCT transformed 
data from the DCT circuit 73, Mishima teaches an alternative embodiment in FIG 
SOB. 

In FIG. SOB. the different encoding techniques 74. 75, 76 provide their 
encoded data to a corresponding DCT circuit 77. and the code-amount comparing 
unit 78 selects the technique that produces the smallest amount of DCT transfbmied 
data. There is nothing in the teachings of Mishima to suggest that each of the DCT 
circuits 77 are not identical, and. conventionally, the use of the same reference 
numeral in a patent disclosure implies equlvatent embodiments. 

Further, Mishima presents FIGs. 50A and SOB as alternatives to a given 
embodiment: 

Is an encoder which realizes such contents. FIGS 
50(A) and 60(8) show the configuration of the encoder of the thirteenth 
«Tibodiment. ...in FIG. 50(B) showing another configuration of the thirteenth 
embodiment. ... 77 are DCT circuits which perfomi the DCT FIG SO(A) is 
an embodinient in which the DCT circuit 73 is commonly owned and the 
blocking state is switched by the switch 72. and FIG. 50(B) is an embodiment 
in which outputs of the DCT circuits 77 are switched by the swiS 79 BoS 
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Lm^lIlf^S^K *^ ^12"^ switching operation so as to minimize the code 
cSn 24r?n^ 7^3$® encoding efficiency is always optimum." (MisWma. 

The applicants respectfully maintain that, in the context of two alternatives to a given 
embodiment, wherein one altemative includes a single DCT circuit and the other 
includes multiple DCT circuits, the absence of any reference in Mishima to the use of 
different precisions among the DCT circuits belies the assertion that Mishima teaches 
DCT circuits having different precisions. AddHionally, Mishima specifically states '77 
are DCT circuits which perfomfi the DCP', using the singular "the DCT", implying a 
singular discrete cosine transfonmation. 

Because each of Wu, Mishima, and Strongin fails to teach or suggest selecting 
from among a plurality of DCT encoders having different precisions, as specMcally 
claimed in claim 1. the applicants respectfully maintain that the rejection of claims 1 
and 4-7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Wu. IVIishrma. and Strongin is unfounded, per 
MPEP 2142. 

In like manner, claim 8 claims a storage medium that stores computer program 
product that includes a plurality of discrete cosine transform (DCT) modules, each 
providing a different precision, and selection means for selecting a DCT module of 
the IDCT modules for perfbmiing DCT computation, and claim 1 1 claims a method 
that includes selecting a discrete cosine transfomi (DCT) module of a plurality of DCT 
modules for performing DCT computation on the data, wherein each of the plurality of 
DCT modules provides a different precision. 

As noted above, each of Wu, Mishima. and Strongin fails to teach or suggest 
selecting from among a plurality of DCT encoders having different precisions, and 
thus the applicants respectfully maintain that the rejection of claims 8 and 1 1 under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Wu. Mishima, and Strongin is unfounded, per MPEP 2142. 

The Office action rejects claims 12-13, 15-19. and 21 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
over DeBonet (USP 6.510.177) and Strongin. The applicants respectfully traverse 
this rejection. 
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Claim 12. upon which claims 13 and 15-17 depend, claims a layered video 
decoding system that Includes a base layer decoder that Includes a single inverse 
discrete cosine transfomri (IDCT) module, and an enhancement layer decoder that 
includes a plurality of IDCT modules and a selection system for selecting an IDCT 
module of the plurality of IDCT modules based on factors including an available level 
of computing resources. 

The Office action acknowledges that DeBonet does not teach an 
enhancement layer decoder that includes a plurality of IDCT modules and a selection 
system for selecting an IDCT module from such a plurality of IDCT modules. The 
Office action asserts that Strongin teaches a plurality of IDCT modules and a 
selection system for selecting an IDCT module from such a plurality of IDCT 
modules. 

The Examiner's attention is requested to IVIPEP 2143. wherein It is stated: 

"THE PRIOR ART MUST SUGGEST THE DESIRABILITY OF THE CLAIMED 
D4VENTI0N ... The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and 
the leasonable expectation of success must both be found in the prior ait, not in 
applicant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 
... The mere feet that references ^ be combined or modified does not render the 
resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also suggests the desirability of the 
combination. In re Mils, 916 F.2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990)". 

As noted by the applicants, the conventional standards teach against a 
mismatch between encoding and decoding algorithms, and therefore teach against 
the dynamic selection of diflierent decoding algorithms (applicants' page 1, "related 
arT section). Strongin teaches a method of overcoming this restriction for low 
resolution displays by pre-processing the received DOT coefRcients at the base-layer 
to replace higher-frequency components with "O^s, and then applying a 
corresponding IDCT transfomiation to the base level data to produce the image that 
is displayed. 

The applicants respectfully maintain that a combination of DeBonet and 
Strongin would result in a replacement of the IDCT blocks at the base-layer decoder 
with multiple IDCT blocks, because this is what Strongin teaches, and there is no 
suggestion in either DeBonet of Strongin to provkfe multiple IDCT modules at the 
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enhancement-layer decoder Additionally, and particularly, there is no suggestion in 
DeBonet and Strongin to provide only a single IDCT module at the base-layer while 
providing muHlple IDCT modules at the enhancement-layer, as specifically claimed 
by the applicants. 

Because both IDeBonet and Strongin fail to teach a base layer decoder that 
includes a single inverse discrete cosine transfomi (IDCT) module, and an 
enhancement layer decoder that includes a plurality of IDCT modules, as specifically 
claimed in claim 12. the applicants respectfully maintain that the rejection of claims 
12-13 and 15-17 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) is unfounded, per MPEP 2143. 

Additionally, claims 13 and 15-17 include limitations with regard to the 
selection from among the multiple DCT modules that are not taught or suggested in 
the prior art. 

Claim 18, upon which claim 19 depends, claims a storage medium that 
includes a computer program that includes means for receiving and decoding the 
base layer video stream having a sirigle Inverse discrete IDCT module, and means 
for receiving and decoding the enhancement layer video stream having a plurality of 
IDCT modules, and means for selecting one of the IDCT modules. 

Claim 21 claims a method that includes decoding the encoded base layer 
stream using a single IDCT. selecting a IDCT module of a plurality of IDCT modules, 
and decoding an encoded enhancement layer using the selected IDCT module. 

As noted above, both DeBonet and Strongin fail to teach decoding a base- 
layer video stream using a single IDCT module, and decoding an enhancement-layer 
using a select one of a plurality of IDCT modules, as specifically claimed in claim 18. 
Therefore, the applicants respectfully maintain that the rejection of claims 18-19 and 
21 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) is unfounded, per MPEP 2143. 
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In View of the foregoing, the applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
withdraw the rejections of record, allow all the pending claims, and find the 
application to be in condition for allowance. If any points remain in issue that may 
best be resolved through a personal or telephonic interview, the Examiner Is 
respectfully requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed 
below. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Robert M. McDermott. Attorney 1824 Federal Farm Road 

Registration Number 41 ,508 Montross, VA 22520 

patents@lawyer.com Phone: 804^93-0707 

Fax: 215-243-7525 
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